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| NTRODUCTI ON

A he Sianifi : le Viglati .

The Convergence of Parole Release and Parole Supervision/

Revocation | Since the fall of 1985, the National
Institute of Corrections (NIC) has devoted significant resources
to the issue of parole at the state level. These resources have

focused upon both the parole release function and the parole

suPervjsion function. Exanples of these resources include the
fol | owi ng:

° three national technical assistance projects
aimed at assisting paroling authorities to
structure their decisionnaking practices:

° an enriched National Acadeny of Corrections
training programwth the addition of
orientation semnars for nmenbers of paroling
authorities, continuation of training for
case nmanagenent classification, workload
depl oyment, and capacity building for
probati on and parol e agénci es;

) a short term technical assistance program
that has responded to specific ad hoc
requests for assistance from paroling
authorities:

° techni cal assistance grants providing support
to numerous paroling authorities interested
in the devel opment and validation of
enpirically-based risk assessnent
i nstruments:

° devel opnent and publication of nunerous
resource materials, including a nnnogra h_on
parol e deci sionmaki ng issues, a handbook for
parol e board nenbers, papers on liability
I ssues for probation and parole, and a
practitioner's ?uide concerni ng case nanage-
ment and classification for probation and
par ol e:

. support for the professional associations in
the field as they pursue networking and
enrichment of parole professionals; and

o support of a mmjor survey of all paroling
authorities in the nation in order to provide
uE-to-date information on the current
characteristics of both parole rel ease and
parol e supervision in this country.
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As a result of this focus upon parole, the field has taken
maj or steps forward in-terns of practice. Mijor advances have
al so been nmade in terns of our understanding of the role parole
plays in the crimnal justice system how current changes are
affecting parole, and the direction of future efforts to ensure

the continuing contribution of parole to state systens in the
future

One facet of an emerging and maturing understandi ng of
parole and its place in the systemis that the |inkages between
parol e rel ease and parole supervision are critical ones. In
fact, parole can be seen as part of a larger picture of post-
rel ease discretion that governs the novenent of offenders anong
various popul ation groups--prison, |evels of supervision,
sPecific programming, intensive supervision, residential
pl acements, and back into prison (see Exhibit 1). Nowhere is
this relationship nore obvious than in the response of -systens to
viol ation behavior. This is where the intersection of the parole
rel ease function and the supervision function directly neet and

where many opportunities exist for policy and program
devel opnent .

Conditions of parole, both standard and special, are the
mechani sns a% whi ch an offender's behavior is nonitored and
i nfluenced while in the community. violation of conditions can
be a flag that help is needed, or that risk is escalating, or
that some sort of intervention is required. Experience suggests
that responses to violation behavior vary widely from one
jurisdiction to another and are rarely guided by explicit policy.
Even beyond this, there is often a lack of clear thinking about
t he purposes of intervention. Arewe trying to maintain the
credibility of the system help an offender through a difficult
time, or apply greater control to nanage risk? ten these
questions are not asked, |et alone answered. The na%or response
is the witing of a violation report,. the issuance of a warrant,
revocation, and reincarceration.

This report docunents the results of an N C project that
assisted jurisdictions in examning these conplexities in their
own systens and in devising new policy alternatives and program
options as responses to technical violation behavior. Before
presenting the findings and conclusions fromthe project, this
report first considers recent trends and issues affecting parole
viol ations and responses to them

Recent Trends in Conditional Release. The conclusion that
the response of systens to violation behavior is a key area for
policy devel opment is only enphasized by a close |ook at the
statistics about parole and how rel easing practices have changed
over time. Although prison crowding garners enornous attention
in the press, in legislatures, and In budgets, percentage growh
rates anong other correctional populations outstrips even prison
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popul ation growh. The Bureau of Justice Statistics reports that
within a recent four-year period (1983-1987) jail and prison _
popul ations grew by alnost one-third. However, simlar growh in
comuni ty supervision popul ations gets short shrift fromthe
press, the public, and even from sone |egislatures. Yet
probation popul ati ons grew by over 40 percent in that 1983-1987
period. Even nore surprisingly, parole popul ations have

i ncreased by al nost one-half (47 percent). (Bureau of Justice
Statistics, 1988.) This made parole the fastest grow ng segnent
of the correctional population in Arerica in that recent period,
as shown in Exhibit 2.

It is inportant to anal yze these statistics wth care,
however. This growth in supervised popul ati ons nmasks an actua
decrease in the prom nence of discretionary parole release. Wen
we exam ne how this grow ng population is nmoving into the
community and |l ook at trends over time, we find that a greater
and greater proportion of these releases are the result of non-
di scretionary actions. In 1977, 72 percent of releases from
prison were the result of discretionary release decisions. In
that sane year, only six percent of prison releases were the
result of mandatory releases to supervision. Twelve years |ater
only 39 percent of prison releases were the result of
di scretionary parole board decisions while a full 31 percent of
all prison releases were the result of nmandatory releases to
supervision, as shown in Exhibit 3 (BJS, 1990).

In those 12 years, discretionary parole as a "doorway" to
post -rel ease supervision decreased from 72 percent to 39 percent
of total prison releases. Mandatory releases, on the other hand,
rose fromsix to 31 percent of conditional releases. One m ght
ask what other dynam cs mght explain this change. Perhaps the
proportion of unconditional releases--individuals who serve tine
until their sentences expire--is growing? But the statistics
indicate that in both years (1977 and 1989), roughly 17 percent
of releases were unconditional releases, indicating that this
type of release as a proportion of total releases has remained
constant. The change lies within the conditional release
category in the relative proportion of discretionary versus
mandatory rel eases. The bal ance has shifted dramatically, so
that the proportion of mandatory releases is approaching the sane
range as the proportion of discretionary releases.

In 1977 discretionary parole rel eases accounted for 88
percent of all conditional releases. The remaining 12 percent
were accounted for by seven percent mandatory rel ease, four
percent probation, and one percent other. By 1989 discretionary
parol e rel ease accounted for only 47 percent of all conditional
rel eases (with 37 percent nandatory, five percent probation, and
11 percent other). (BJS, 1990.)
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EXHBIT 3

METHODS OF RELEASE FROM PRI SON
Type of Release 1977 1989
uncondi ti onal Rel eases
Expiration of Sentence 16.1% 16.0%
Commut at i ons 1.1 0.2
O her 0.4 0.9
Total Unconditional Release 17.6% 17.1%
Condi tional Rel eases
Parol e 71.9% 39.1%
supervi sed Mandatory Rel ease 5.9 30.5
Probati on 3.6 4.4
O her 1.0 8.9
Total Conditional Release 82.4% 82.9%
ALL RELEASES 100.0% 100.0%
— - ====================L======
Sour ce: Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1990.
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The effect of this may be difficult for individual paroling
authorities to see on a day-to-day basis because the absolute
nunbers of all rel eases have grown. Paroling authorities are
maki ng nore decisions and rel eases now than in 1977--for exanpl e,
a total of 142,493 in 1989, as_conPared with only 82,838 in 1977
(BJS, 1990). However, proportionately the inpact of
di scretionary rel eases upon the total release picture is
di m ni shi ng.

|f one thinks of paroling authorities as gatekeepers,
governi ng novenent out of institutions and into parole
supervision populations, then it is easy to see the contrast
bet ween 1977 and 1989. |n 1977 paroling authorities dispensed
the bulk of the opportunities for access to parol e--88 percent of
those releases to a conditional release status. Only seven

percent of those releases were nandatory. |n 1989, however,
paroling authorities had a hand in making only 47 percent of the
rel eases to conditional release status. |In contrast, 37 percent

of those releases were mandatory. Discretionary parole release
as a proportion of all conditional releases was reduced by 46
percent over the last 12 years, while the proportion of mandatory
rel eases was five tines as high in 1989 as in 1977.

Reincarceration. Another area of
di scretionary parol e decisionmaking has al so undergone
significant change in recent years. That is decisionnaking
regardi ng revocation of parole and reincarceration. The Bureau
of Justice Statistics reports that the nunber of adm ssions to
"prison as a result of parole violations increased narkedly
between 1977 and 1983--by 85 percent. One might specul ate that
this is sinply a result of larger popul ations noving throughout
the system However, court admissions for that sane period
increased by only 47 percent. This is, of course, a large
increase in and of itself, but considerably less than the 85
perfenﬁ i ncrease experienced in admssions as a result of parole
vi ol ati ons.

The inport of these statistics is that the significance of
parol e revocations as a doorway into prisons is increasing, even
as the relative inportance of release decisions as a doorway out
of prison is decreasing. In fact, data fromthe California
Departnment of Correction indicate that 47 percent of those sent
to California prisons in 1989 were incarcerated for violating the
conditions of their parole;, they were not convicted of new crinmes

by a court (Schiraldi, 1992).
The inmplications of this include the follow ng:

. The workload of paroling authorities and
parol e supervision agencies is grow ng.
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° Parol e board rel ease discretion is having
decreasing influence on the total population
movi ng into supervision.

° Movenent of parolees fromthe comunity back
into prison 1s having an increasingly
I nportant inpact upon institutions, and upon
paroling authorities' time and staff
resour ces.

In summary, there is a larger popul ation under supervision,
that paroling authorities have a decreasing role in choosing, and
for whom an increasingly frequent alternative is return to
incarceration--to systens that already are overcrowled and

expensi ve. Current(fopulatlon projections provide no early hope
of relief fromthis dilenmm

Prospects for Change There is grow ng understanding of the

i nportance of parole supervision as the |ogical extension of

di scretionary rel ease decisionmaking and of the necessity of
linking the two functions through coherent policy. At the sane
time, the spotlight has been focused upon revocation
deC|S|onnak|ng as a target of opportunity for change. Most

of ten, the concern is voiced as a need for "internediate
sanctlons sonet hing short of reincarceration. Asin many other
O|ICY areas, however, we see programmati c responses springing up
wth little policy coherence. The current popularity of

i ntensive supervision, electronic nonitoring, house arrest, and
other increasingly controlling--and some would say punitive--
interventions as new tools in the array available to parole
agencies is both promsing and alarmng. The energy and
creativity is encouraging. The lack of policy coherence is
di st urbi ng.

The National Institute of Corrections has, in parallel wth
the project reported on here, been supForting in conjunction wth
the State Justice Institute, a National Internediate Sanctions
Project. This effort has been directed at enhanci ng the nore
appropriate use of internediate sanctions at the sentencing
stage. Mich has been learned in the course of this effort which
directly influenced and supported the work on parole violations.

What cannot be enphasized too strongly is the degree of
interest and concern found anong practitioners about the
violation issue. On the one hand, there is increasin%hpressure
to handle nore and nore offenders in the community. the ot her
hand, there is little theory or sound practice to suEport t he
rational, policy-driven approach to supervision which utilizes
the violation/revocation process as a tool better to supervise
and identify those offenders who cannot, in the final analysis,
be maintained in the community.
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The results of this technical assistance effort offer sone
val uabl e | essons for practitioners as they continue to address
this quandary. The followi ng chapters of this report summarize
t he techni cal assistance provided and the |essons |earned.

B The Scope of This Project

_ Purpose. This project was designed to provide technical
assistance to selected state paroling authorities to help them
with the follow ng tasks:

° assess their policy and practices regarding technical
parol e violations and revocati ons:

° devel op or refine existing policy and prograns on this
topi c: and

° i npl enent and anal yze the inpact of inproved policy and

prograns for handling such violators.

The project enphasized technical violations of parole, rather
than new offenses, in part because of the Promﬁng consensus t hat
many technical violations can be handled effectively in the
comunity; there is |ess consensus regarding the best responses
to new of f enses.

Selection of =]ggri sdi gxi%ng for Assistance, In March 1990,
the Director of the National Institute of Corrections wote to
state paroling authorities to advise them of the availability of
the technical assistance resources and to describe the procedures
for applying for such assistance (see Appendix A for a copy of
this information). Requests for assistance were received from 15
state paroling authorities. However, the resources could support
assistance to only five jurisdictions. Those selected for
assi stance were the ones that denonstrated the strongest ability
to address the criteria set forth in the "Eligibility and
Sel ection" section of the March 1990 announcenent. The juris-

di ctions selected were the Georgia Board of Pardons and Parol es:
the New York Board of Parole: the South Carolina Board of
Probation, Parole and Pardon Services: the South Dakota Board of
Pardons and Parole: and the Tennessee Board of Paroles.

Subsequent to the initial selection of jurisdictions, South
Dakota withdrew fromthe project. This occurred as a result of
turnover on the Board after the project team had nmade an initial
site visit and begun working with the jurisdiction. \Wen South
Dakota withdrew, the District of Columbia Board of Parole was
invited to join the project, and it accepted the invitation.

Thi s Board had applied for assistance originally but had not been
sel ected due to resource constraints.
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Ooverall Approach to Technical Assistance The assistance
rendered was tailored to the needs of the specific jurisdictions
served by the project. In general, three broad activities were
i ncluded, as follows:

° policy and program analysis,' designed to clarify
current policies and practices with respect to
technical violations (often by developing a flow chart
or "map" of the violation systenm) as well as to
identify the desired objectives to be achieved by
changes in those policies and practices;

o policy and program alternative devel opnent, to array a
set of policies and internediate sanctions and sel ect

from those options a specific policy and program agenda
to be inplenented: and

° a systeminpact assessnment, to consider the inpact of
the chosen policy on such factors as workl oad,
organi zation, staffing, client placenments, and budget.

Typically, in a given jurisdiction, the project team net on-
site wth key Board nenbers and staff on multiple occasions.
These neetings occurred in a varietﬁ of settings, including
wor kshops and retreats as well as the paroling authority's
offices. In addition, considerable assistance was given over the
t el ephone and through the mail by exchange and review of working
docunents, provision of resource nmaterials, and so on.

~The project also included a three-day workshop for all
participating jurisdictions. This workshop--held in January 1991
in the Washington, DC, area--gave the five participating
jurisdictions the opportunity to learn from one another regarding
the array of program options under consideration, obstacles, and
i mpl ementation strategies used by their colleagues in other
st at es. It also provided a forum for cross-fertilization of
i deas, the building of professional networks, and the
reinforcenent of major concepts underlying the technical
assi stance efforts. (See Appendix B for nore information about
this workshop.)

C. Organization of This Report

The next chapter of this report summarizes the assistance
provided to each of the five participating jurisdictions. It
al so describes the ﬁrogress t hat had been nade in each state
before the end of the technical assistance project.

~ Chapter Il provides a case study of South Carolina, a
jurisdiction which has recently devel oped and inplenmented revised
procedures for handling parole violation behavior throughout the
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State. South Carolina has al so developed new procedures for
responding to probation violations and will be inplenmenting these
statewide within the next few nonths.

~ Chapter 1V considers the |essons |earned fromthis technical
assi stance Prolect. Al though the participating jurisdictions
varied widely 1n their operating procedures, there were neverthe-
| ess certain common themes that enmerged fromtheir collective
attenpts to inprove their ways of handling technical parole
violations. These comon thenes are discussed in Chapter |V.

Chapter V assesses the outlook for the future with regard to
techni cal parole violations and ways of responding to them
Despite grow ng caseloads and limted (and sonetimes di m ni shing)
resources, paroling authorities would seem-based on the
experience of this technical assistance project--to have reason
for optimsmregarding their abilitK to achieve significant
i nprovenments in the handling of technical parole violations.



II. SUMMARY OF ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO EACH JURISDICTION

E District of Colunbia

Background. The District of Colunbia's Board of Parole is
appoi nted by the Mayor and confirnmed by the Cty Council. It has
responsibility to release, set conditions, and if necessary,
revoke parole supervision for all felons and m sdeneanants
sentenced to a termof six nmonths or nore and for adult offenders
sentenced under the Youth Act. Parole supervision, fornerly
adm ni stered by the DC Departnment of Corrections (DCDC), is now
under the authority of the Board.

~ The Board of Parole has been operating with a set of release
gui del ines for several years. Indeed, as part of a previous
techni cal assistance (TA) project supported by NIC, the Board
received help in re-evaluating its rel ease decisi onnmaki ng
guidelines." Asa result of the Board' s experience with using a
structured approach to rel ease decisionmaking, the nenbers
appreci ated the value ofa structured approach to deci sionnmaki ng
and wi shed to develop a simlar systemfor the supervision/
revocation process. This would provide consistency in the
deci si onnmaki ng approaches used for both rel ease and supervi sion/
revocation. To obtain help in developing a structured apProach
to the supervision/revocation process, the Board applied for
t echni cal assistance under the current N C supported TA project.
Despite a veri strong application, the project was initially
unable to work with the District of Colunblia Board because of
resource limtations. Because of the subsequent w thdrawal of
anot her jurisdiction, however, the District of Colunbia Board
joined the project several nmonths into the effort (see discussion
in Chapter |, above). Because of this sequence of events, the
District of Colunbia Board received assistance over a
significantly shorter period than did the other jurisdictions.
Despite this fact, the Board was able to begin the work of
assessing its violation/revocation process and of developing a
range of policy alternatives to nodify it.

~ Assistance Provided. The District of Colunbia joined the
project shortly before the January 1991 workshop was held. It
used this workshop as a basis for devel oping a workplan for
addressing supervision/revocation issues in a systematic,
conprehensive manner. An existing working group that had been
dealing with these issues was expanded and charged with review ng
the entire supervision/revocation process and devel opi ng ways
that this process could become a nore structured one. This

'Peggy B. Burke, et al., Policy for Parole Release and
Revocation: The Natjopal Institute of Corrections 1988-89
Technical Assistance Project report prepared for the Nationa
Institute of Corrections, US. Department of Justice, January
1990.
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wor ki ng group was broad-based, including Board nmenbers, field
supervisors, and central office staff. The project team
facilitated several neetings of this working group, which
addressed a variety of issues related to the supervision/revoca-
tion process and to the need for structured decisionnmaking in
this area. Before this process could be conpleted, a new Mayor
was elected in the District of Colunbia and a new Board Chair was
appointed. In their efforts to fulfill the new adm nistration's
priorities, Board enployees were unable to continue their work on
the project. As a result, no further assistance fromthe project
team was sought.

_Progress Made Considerable progress was nade by the
working group in terns of clarifying the goals to be achieved and
the issues to be addressed in the devel opment of a structured
anroach to supervision/revocation decisionnmaking. However
closure on these issues was still pending at the end of the
Pro;ect period. This outcome was due to the changes in

eadership and priorities in the District governnent and the
Board of Parole. (See Appendix C for nore informati on about the
supervi sion/revocation process in the District of Colunbia.)

B. Georgia

Background. The State Board of Pardons and Paroles is
responsi bl'e for release and revocati on deci sionmaking as well as
for supervision of parolees throughout Georgia. The Board
consists of five nenbers, appointed by the Governor. Cuidelines
are used for rel ease decisionnaking but not for revocation
deci si onmaki ng. The Board applied for assistance under this
project to help it develop a nore systematic approach to
revocation decisionnmaking.

Assi stance Provided The project team first assisted the
Board in reviewing issues related to revocati on deci si onmaki ng
and in developing a flow chart (or "map") of the current parole
supervi sion/revocation system (see Appendix C for this flow
chart). Subsequently, a task group of field-level managers was
established to review the violations process and make
recommendations for change to the Board. The project team
facilitated key discussions with this task group and, after its
report was conpleted, with the Board as the Board reviewed the
report and assessed the recommendations nade.

Progress Made Both the Board and the field-|evel task
group aggeeg on a nunber of changes that should be made in the
revocations process. First, a Technical Violations Rating System
shoul d be established which assigns different |evels of

inportance to different technical violations and indicates
appropriate sanctions for each violation. Second, nore
"Internedi ate" options are needed for the field parole officers;
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pilot 'progranms with electronic nonitoring, intensive supervision,
community service, and parole detention centers are particularly
desi red. (See Appendix C for nore information on the Techni cal
Violations Rating System the supervision options for parole

of ficers, and other aspects of the CGeorgia parole system)
Finally, a by-product of the work to inprove revocation
deci si onnmaki ng was an inprovenent in conmunications between the
Board and field staff and wwthin the field staff itself.

(o] New_ Yor k

Backgr ound. The New York Board of Parole is responsible for
rel ease and revocation decisionmaking as well as for supervision
of parol ees throughout the state through the New York Division of
Parole. The Board Chairman serves also as Chairman of the
Division. The Board, a 19-menber quasi-judicial body appointed
by the Governor with consent of the Senate, has been operating
wth explicit release guidelines for sone time. Additionally,
the Board received technical assistance fromNC in the past, to
help it inprove the handling of revocation decisionnmaking. “As
part of that ﬁroject, the Board concluded that there is an
essential |ink between rel ease decisionnmaking and supervision/
revocation and, consequently, that the Board and Division needed
a single, coordinated mssion statenent. The Board then applied
for assistance under the present project to continue the devel op-
nment of inproved approaches to revocation decisi onmaki ng.

Assi stance Provided. The project team worked both on-site
and off-site wth the Board and key staff to help surface the
maj or issues to be addressed regarding revocation decisionmnmaking
and also to develop a flow chart of the highly conplex revocation
systemin New York State. Anmong the issues that surfaced was the
need for policy guidance for the Adm nistrative Law Judges (Al Js)
about tine-sets, so asto insure consistency and proportionality
of revocation decisionmaking. Wile this is facilitated for
rel ease decisionmaking through the use of release guidelines, no
such guidelines existed for the revocation process. Addition-
ally, further delegation of authority to the ALJs--within
establ i shed gui delines--was viewed as apossi bl e way of
stream ining the somewhat cunbersone revocation process in the
state. A morkin% group on revocation guidelines was established,
consisting of a broad cross-section of Division personnel. The
wor ki ng group had several commttees, including one charged with
devel oping tinme-set guidelines. The project teamnet with the
working group and its several committees to facilitate
di scussions and otherw se assist with the process of devel oping a
nore systematic approach to revocation decisionmaking. This

’Ibid.
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i ncl uded extensive review and comment on proposed guidelines for
revocation and time-set.

Progress Made In JUIK 1991 legislation becane effective
that noved the ALJs under the direct jurisdiction of the Board,
rather than the Division of Parole, and nandated the use of
guidelines to shape their decisions. In Septenber 1991 draft
guidelines were distributed to parole staff and published in the
State Register for comrent. As a result of the extensive _
comments received on these draft guidelines, nodified regulations
were adopted (see the regulations and related commentary in
Appendi x C).

D South Carolina

Backgr ound. The South Carolina Departnment of Probation,
Parol e and Pardon Services (SCDPPPS) and its Board are
responsi ble for parole release and revocati on deci si onmaki ng as
wel | as for the supervision of both Farolees and probationers in
the community. It is also responsible for admnistering the
pardon function in the state. Previous technical assistance from
NI C had hel ped the Departnent and its Board devel op and i npl enent
gui del i nes governin? rel ease decisionnaking as well as devel op
policy for the handling of parole violation behavior.
Assi stance was requested under the present project to help assess
the inplenentation of the revocation guidelines for parolees and
to help in the devel opnent and inplenmentation of revocation
gui del i nes for probationers.

Assi stance Provided The ﬂr oject team worked with the
Departnment and its Board on both the parole and the probation
violation processes. Because a revised parole violation system
had been inplenented statew de before the current technica
assistance project began, work in the parole area centered around
(1) helping the agency assess whether the new system had been

I mpl ement ed effectivety: and (2) assistinﬂ wi th the devel opnent
of data collection and eval uati on approaches that would permt
inpact to be nonitored on a continuing basis. Wth regard to the
probation system the project team helped with inplementation of
a pilot project, assessnent of its inpact, and planning for
statew de adoption of the new probation violation system

Shortly before the end of the technical assistance project, in
January 1992, the project team facilitated a two-day workshop for
senior staff to consider the issues that nust be addressed in the
statew de inplenentati on of the new system

Progress Made. = South Carolina has developed revised systens
for responding to violations of release conditions by both

3Ibid.
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parol ees and probationers. The new parole violation system was

i mpl emented statewide in March 1990, and the revised probation
violation systemis expected to be in use throughout the state by
the end of Fy 1992. Because of the extensive work undertaken in
South Carolina over the past several years to revise the way
violations are handl ed, and the progress nade in inplenenting

t hose chan%es effectively, Chapter Il presents a detailed case
studY of this experience. Additional information about the South
Carolina system al so appears in Appendix C

E Tennessee

Backgr ound. The Tennessee Board of Paroles is responsible
for parole release and revocati on decisionmaking as well as the
supervi sion of parolees in the community. The Board consists of
seven full-tine menbers, appointed by the Governor. Under
previous N C technical assistance pr%jects, the Board had
received help in devel oping rel ease decisipnnmaking guidelines,
whi ch becane operational in Novenber 1989. The Board applied
for assistance under the present project to devel op guidelines
that woul d govern the revocation process.

Assi stance Provided The project teamfirst met with key
Board and staff nenbers to identify the major issues to be
addressed through the technical assistance effort. The project
team al so worked with the staff to develop a flow chart of the
revocati on system including the "Progressive Intervention"
process of providing a phased response to violations of parole
conditions (see Appendix C). A working group was established to
deal with revocation issues and to devel op guidelines for
revocation decisionmaking. The project team facilitated the
di scussions of this working group, and its subconm ttees, on
mul ti pl e occasi ons.

Progress Made Draft revocation guidelines were devel oped
during the course of the project. These guidelines consider
whether the violation is "technical"” or for a new offense (with
separate consideration for three categories: misdemeanors: A and
B felonies: and C, D and E felonies); whether it is the first,
second or third violation; and aggravating and mtigating
ci rcunst ances. Atthe end of the project, these guidelines were
awai ting review by the Board. (See Appendix C for nore
informati on about the revocation process in Tennessee.)




11, SOUTH CARCLINA: A CASE STUDY

This chapter presents a detailed discussion of the
supervi sion and revocation processes used in South Carolina for
parol ees and probationers. South Carolina has worked on these
Issues in a systematic way for a |longer period of time than the
other jurisdictions included in this technical assistance
project. Thus, a description of its revised supervision and
revocati on approaches, and their inpact, may be useful to
jurisdictions considering simlar changes.

A Backar ound

The Board of Probation, Parole, and Pardon Services consists
of seven part-tine nenbers, one fromeach U S. Congressiona
District and one at-large nmenber. They are appointed by the
Governor and confirned by the State Senate, for staggered,
renewabl e six-year terms. The Board is authorized to grant
parol es and pardons and to revoke the parole of those who conmt
technical violations orare convicted of new crimnal offenses.
The Board al so rel eases persons under supervision who have
fulfilled their sentences in conpliance with conditions governing
their parole.

The Board oversees the Departnment of Probation, Parole and
Pardon Services (DPPPS), which supervises adult offenders placed
on probation by the courts or paroled by the Board as well as
those offenders on early release prograns, extended work rel ease
or youthful offender release fromthe South Carolina Departnent
of Corrections. The Department has 736 full-time-equival ent
staff positions, of which 465 are probation and parole staff wth
casel oad responsibilities in field offices throughout the state.

The state's 46 counties are divided into six regions,
conprised of four to nine counties each. These regions are
structured so that none of the State's 16 judicial circuits

crosses regional lines. This keeps to a mninmum the nunber of
DPPPS personnel who interact with each General Sessions judge.

For FY 1989-90, the Departnent operated on a total budget of
aﬁprOX|nately $22 mllion, with 62.6 percent appropriated from
the State CGeneral Fund, 36.8 percent generated through Cost of
Court and Intensive Supervision fees, and 0.6 percent provided by
federal funds for special project grants. Additionally, $3.6
mllion in Regular Supervision fee revenues were paid b
of fenders under the Departnent's jurisdiction and deposited into
the State's General Fund.

In FY 1990-91, a total of 30,583 probationers and 4,607
parol ees were supervised by the Departnent. Thys, the bul k of
t he supervision workload is conprised of probationers (87
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percent). The total supervision caseload has increased by about
10 percent per year since 1984.

Toward the end of the 1980s the Departnent becane
increasingly aware of the growing rate of revocations for both
probationers and parolees. From FY 1988 to FY 1989, for exanple,
t he nunber of revocations increased by 20.6 percent, as conpared
with an increase of only 8.5 percent for the two preceding years
conbi ned. Moreover, nost of the revocations were for technica
viol ations-- 77 percent in FY 1989--as conpared with new of f enses.
This pronpted interest in devel oping new ways to respond to
violations of the conditions of supervision, especially when
those violations are technical ones.

~ Consequently, the Departnent decided to inplement a pil ot
project to deal with this problem The pilot project would focus
on parol ees--where the growth in technical revocations was
especially high (an increase of 34.8 percent between FY 1988 and
FY 1989, for example), where the population was snaller than for
probationers (11 Fercent of the total caseload in FY 1989
consi sted of parolees), and where the setting of revocation
policy could be done by a single Parole Board, rather than--as
Wi th probationers--having to deal wth individual judges |ocated
t hroughout the State. |If successful, the pilot project would be
expanded statew de for parolees, and a simlar pilot project
woul d subsequently be devel oped for probationers.

The goals that guided the devel opment of revised ways to
handl e violations are as foll ows:

° to pronote appropriate and proportional responses as
wel | as internal consistency in the handling of
violations by setting forth broad Departnental
expect ations:

® to establish a framework and guidelines wthin which
agents, hearing officers, the Board and Courts can
exercise their discretion in a neaningful way: and

° to generate workabl e and innovative nethods of

responding to violations that benefit the client
W t hout presenting undue risk to the conmunity.

B. The Revised Parole Violati on Process

The pilot project on parole revocations began in July 1989
and involved agents in about one-third of the state's counties as
well as all seven hearin% officers. The changed procedures were
i npl erented throughout the state in March 1990. This was
preceded by extensive training for all field personnel.
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When considering violations and the appropriate responses to
them agents follow witten policy which enphasi zes consideration
of the offender's risk to the community and the severity of the
violation. Al violations are categorized by the agent, usin?
DPPPS guidelines, into one of three risk categories and one o
three severity categories (see Appendix C for details regarding
these risk and severity categories).

_ Exhibit 4 provides a flow chart of the revised parole
violation process. As shown, there were several major
i nnovations, as follows:

° the intervention options that can be used by agents,
acting on their own authority, were expanded,

° the intervention options that can be used by agents,
with the approval of their supervisors, were expanded;

° the intervention options that can be used by hearing
of ficers were expanded:

° the option of issuing a citation for an offender,
rather than an arrest warrant, was added: and

® no wai ver of the Adm nistrative Hearing was allowed,
except when the offender was already in custody for
anot her of fense.

The policy of not permtting the offender to waive the

Adm ni strative Hearing was adopted for several reasons. First,
requiring the Admnistrative Hearing permts the hearing officer
to screen out bad cases, which saves the Board the tine it would
otherw se spend hearing these cases. Second, there is a savings
in agents' time, because the case is presented to the hearing
officer locally, rather than to the Board in Colunbia (the state

capital). Third, jail tine is saved because the process is
expedit ed.

As a result of the new system nore cases are being handl ed
at earlier stages of the parole violation process. From March to
Cct ober 1990, for exanple, hearinﬂ officers referred only 47 per-
cent of the cases they heard to the Board for action. |n 1986,
in contrast, 87 percent of the cases that reached the Adm nistra-
tive Hearing stage (where hearing officers now consistently hear
the case) were sent to the Board.

After adoption of the new system there was a high concur-
rence rate between hearing officers' recomendations and the
Board's actions. From March to Cctober 1990, the Board agreed
with revocation reconmendations 91 percent of the tinme: and with
continuation recomrendations, 88 percent of the tine.
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Additionally, workload due to technical revocations is
decl i ni ng. In FY 1991, the first full year of statew de
operation under the revised parole violation process, technical
revocations anounted to 7.5 percent of the total parole casel oad,
as conpared with 10.6 percent the year before. The failure rate

due to new offenses by parol ees showed a slight decrease in FY
1991 as well. Hence, the proportionate decline in technica

revocations is not creating an unintended consequence of nore new
of fense revocati ons.

C. The Revised Probation Violation Proaress

Based on the successful experience with revising the parole
violation process, DPPPS initiated a pilot project in Septenber
1990 to revanp the probation violation process. This was a nuch
more difficult task, for several reasons. First, the violation
caseload is much larger for probation than for parole. Second,
probation violations fall under the jurisdiction of the courts,
rather than the Parole Board. Hence, revising the probation
viol ations process would require working with individual judges
| ocat ed throughout the state, rather than with one Parol e Board,
based in the capital. Finally, before the pilot project began,
the probation violations system had no counterpart of the hearing
officer who handles Admnistrative Hearings for parole
vi ol ati ons. Rat her, the individual agents took violations
matters directly to the appropriate judges, if unable to resolve
these situations on their own or through discussions wth their
super Vi sors. The pilot project provided a hearing officer for
probation cases as well.

The pilot project was inplenented in Region One, a four-
county area around Geenville, SC. From Septenber 1990 to
Decenber 1990, the hearing officer heard 370 probation violation
cases: 63 percent of these cases were continued with added
sanctions, and 37 percent were referred to the court for
revocation. Overall, the court concurred with the hearing
officer's recomendation 88 percent of the tine §86 percent for
revocations and 93 percent for continuations). n contrast, the
court's concurrence with the individual agents' recommendations
for revocation had been only 31 percent prior to the pilot
proj ect.

Results fromthe pilot project have continued to be
positive. Advantages from the revised probation violation system
paral |l el ed those found previously for the revised parole system
Many violations were handled earlier in the process, and nore
options for responding to violations were made available to the
agents. The addition of a hearing officer to the process
provi ded another |evel at which cases could be resol ved before

going to a judge. As a result, judges saved time that would
ot herwi se have been spent on those cases.
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As a result of the success of the pilot project, the revised
probation violation systemw || be adopted statewi de. The

I npl ementation process is expected to be conpleted by the end of
FY 1992.

Exhibit 5 shows the revised probation violation process. As
indicated, it is very simlar to the parole violation process
shown in Exhibit 4, above. However, the options available to the
hearing officer are somewhat different: and the final revoking
authority is, of course, the court.

South Carolina's experience with revising its processes for
handl i ng both parole and Probation viol ations shows that nmjor
changes can be successfully devised and inplenented to handl e
violation behavior in a systematic manner throughout a state. It
al so shows the inportance of initiating snall-scale pilot
Brojects, wher e proposed changes can be tested and refined,

efore attenpting statew de inplenentation. NMoreover, it
denonstrates that |essons |earned fromthe devel opment of a new
viol ation system can be effectively transferred to
devel opnment of a new probation violation system Thus, the South
Carol i na experience provides encouragenent” for other juris-

dictions, grappling with the problens posed by both parole and
probation violations.
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| V. LESSONS LEARNED

A | ntr tion

Many jurisdictions have experienced increases in parole
casel oads wi thout commensurate i1ncreases in resources to handle
those caseloads. As a result, there is accelerating pressure to
find new ways of managing the parole population--to "do nore wth
less." One area that is especially ripe for innovation is the
response to violations, in particular, the devel opnment of
internedi ate sanctions--short of revocation--that can be tailored
to individual circunstances. Because the nunber of offenders on
parole in increasing, the percentage revoked must decline for
wor kl oad nerely to stay constant. This has been one of the
driving forces behind attenpts to devel op new ways to handle
violations, and in the process, to decrease the nunber of
revocati ons.

Durin% the process of providing the technical assistance
that was the major product of this project, inportant |essons
were | earned about ways to respond effectively when parol ees
violate their conditions of supervision. These |essons are
summarized in this chapter.

B___ The Inportance of Considering the system AS a Wiole

Because nost crimmnal justice systens face overcrowdi ng and
scarce resources--and expect this to continue for sone tine--
t hese situations nust be viewed as norns, not aberrations.
Sol utions to workload problens, then, nust cone from devel oping
new (and nore effective and efficient) ways of operating, not
fromsinply doing "nore of the sanme." A systemw de review of
operations is an essential first step in identifying the points
at which revisions in procedures are likely to have the greatest
payoff. The devel opnent of a flow chart (or "map") of the
supervi sion/viol ation/revocation process is a useful technique.
for this purpose. Such a flow chart provides a picture of the
entire processing system from beginning to end, and forns a
basis for assessing which individuals are responsible for what
deci sions at which stages in the process. Also, if caseload data
can be derived or estimated for each nmajor decision point, then
anal yses can be done of the extent to which cases drop out of the
system at various processing points.

Qur experience with hel ping Earoling authorities to develoE
flow charts of their systens for handling violations confirnms the
usefulness of this tool. Oten individuals who are morkin? day-
to-day in parole agencies do not see the overall picture of how
each step fits into an overall process, nor do they recognize the
implications of individual decisions for the system as a whole.

A tlow chart illustrates these various steps and shows how they
mesh wth each other. The nmere process of reviewing the system
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as a whole often raises questions about why things are done as
they are and suggests changes that could be made to streanline
the system permt key decisions to nade at earlier processing
stages, provide additional options, or otherw se inplenent
revisions to inprove system effectiveness.

The flow charts al so provided another way in which
jurisdictions were assisted in learning from each other during
the technical assistance project. Enlargenments of the flow
charts were placed on the nmeeting roomwalls during the January
1991 morkshog and provided an opportunity for participants to see
and assess the parole violation processes in place el sewhere.

The flow charts included in this report (see Chapter |Il and
Apﬁendyx C) provide exanples that could be adapted for use by
ther jurisdictions. These flow charts vary in conplexity,
depending on the needs of particular paroling authorities at the
time we worked with them Thus, they provide a range of possible
nodel s for other flow charts that mght be devel oped in other
states.

One finding that stemmed from flow chart devel opnent was
that jurisdictions needed to consider the entire supervision
process in order to deal with violations and revocations. In
fact, it is also necessary to consider the release decisionmaking

rocess, since the conditions violated while under supervision
ave usually been set as part of the release process. Thus,
parol e nmust be viewed as an integrated whole, so that efforts to
deal with one part of its continuum of decisions--such as
revocations--actually require consideration of the other parts as
well.  Consequently, agencies with strong Flannjng and policy
devel opnent processes are particularly well-equipped to deal wth
supervision and violation issues, sjnce they already have an
overall framework in place w thin which thoSe issueS can be
addressed systematically.

C. The Role O Discretion, Governed by Guidelines

In the jurisdictions that participated in this project, one
consequence of revising their violation processes was to give
nore discretion to individual parole agents and hearing officers
to resolve certain t%pes of violations. As a result, nore
violations could be handled at earlier processing stages.

.A corollary of this increased discretion was that witten
gui delines had to be devel oped concerning the circunstances where
agents should try to resolve the problem through use of their own
resources and/or through discussions with their supervisors, as
compared with circunmstances where the case should be sent forward
for consideration by a hearing officer. uidelines |ikewi se had
to be devel oped for hearing officers concerning instances where
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resol ve the case, as conpared with instances

they should try to
|d be forwarded to the Board.

where it shou

D, Devel opnent of a Conti nuum_of Options

In addition to increased discretion, and witten guidelines
governing the exercise of that discretion, it is inportant to
develop realistic options for parole agents and hearing officers
to use. These options are easiest to provide in comunities that
have many community-based prograns available to the parole
system In sone instances these resources may exist to a greater
extent than is at first thought. Asystematic canvassing of
resources in the area sonetines identifies program services that
had not been used previously.

Under certain circunstances, however, paroling authorities
have found a need to offer selected services thenselves. For
exanpl e, some parole agencies are now providi ng substance abuse
counseling, because of difficulties they experienced in trying to
obtain sufficient treatnment in the community to nmeet their
popul ati on's needs.

E Agency-Wde | nvolvenent and Train

In the devel opnment of a continuum of options and sanctions--
and guidelines for their use in a fair, consistent manner--it is
inmportant to involve interested parties from throughout the
agency. It is particularly inportant to involve field staff in
this process, as they may have very different perceptions about
probl ems and workabl e solutions than central office staff.

It is also inportant to provide staff training in any new
procedures--and to provide on-going training about existing
procedures. VWiile this nmay seem obvi ous, our experience in
working with many parole agencies over the years suggests that
the inportance of on-going staff training sonmetinmes gets |ess
attention than it nerits. Staff training is often viewed as a
"One-shot" endeavor, in which staff are trained in new procedures
shortly before they are inplemented. Wile pre-inplenentation
training is inportant, staff training should occur on an on-going
basis as well--not Only are new staff hired all the tinme but
existing staff can also usually benefit from "refresher courses”
in key agency policies and procedures. Additionally, staff
training can provide a vital comunications nmechanism wthin
agenci es, especially |large agencies.
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= The | mportance of On- Goi ng Moni tor -

The inplenentation of new procedures needs to be nonitored
closely. In too many jurisdictions inportant decisions are based
on perceptions, rather than facts, because no systematic efforts
have been undertaken to gather the data upon which thoughtful,
reasoned decisions could be based. Thus, when new procedures are
i npl enented, "inpressions’ may be relied upon to assess inpact.
| nstead, data should be collected and analyzed in a systematic
manner to determne the effects of new procedures.

When devel opi ng changed procedures, such as new ways of
handling violations, it is useful to conduct a snall-scale pilot
test first. Results can be assessed and changes made before
massive, systemw de revisions in procedures are introduced. The
| arger the change being contenplated, the nore useful a pilot
test is likely to be. Refining and fine-tuning can occur on a
smal | scale, which will facilitate subsequent ease of inplenen-
tation systemw de. Data collection systenms for assessing inpact
can be tested during the pilot phase as well.

Once data have been collected and anal yzed, whether fromthe
pilot test or the full-scale inplenmentation phase, the findings
shoul d be provided to decisionmakers as part of an on-going
f eedback and nonitoring process. In this way, problens--or
unanti ci pated consequences of changes--can bée identified and
handl ed soon after they devel op.

The devel opment and anal ysis of data can also help identify
areas in which agency policy 1s not reflected in agency
practices  Under such circunstances either nore staff training
I's needed to bring the practices into accordance with the policy,
or the policy needs to be revised and/or updated to reflect
current realities. Wthout some ability to systemtical
nonitor what goes on, there will be no way even to know
policies and practices are the same or divergent.

G The Need for Leadership

Finally, leadership is critical whenever major changes are
contenplated in any key aspect of the parole system Soneone
must serve as catalyst or "chanpion" for the need to nake those
changes. This requires organizational clout, and it also
requires an investnment of tinme and enerqgy.

C}ganizations--'includin? parol e agencies--typically resist
change, even when change is forced upon them by circunstances

beyond their control. A |eader who can articulate a vision of a
better future, if changes are made, has an essential role to play
in getting those changes considered, developed in detail, witten

down, inplenented, nonitored for results, and revised when
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necessary due to changing circumstances. Such |eadership is
particularly inportant for revisions in the parole violation
process--where there is considerable pressure for change and, as
this project has denonstrated, a variety of ways in which
jurisdictions can approach the problem effectively.



V. QUTLOXK

For the foreseeable future, paroling authorities are likely
to face grow ng casel oads and concomtant pressures to manage
t hose caseloads in ever nore efficient and nore effective ways.
Prison crowdi ng can be expected to continue to put pressure on
all parts ofthe crimnal justice sYstenlto manage of fenders in
the community, to the extent feasible. One manifestation of this
situation is the increasing interest in the devel opnent of ways
to maintain parolees who violate release conditions in the
communi ty, enever possible, rather than revoking their parole
and returning themto prison.

This project provided technical assistance to five
jurisdictions in developing options for dealing wth parole
violators in systematic, policy-driven ways that use revocation
as the |last step in a multi-phased process of responding to
violations. This report has docunented the experiences of those
five jurisdictions. These experiences should provide
encouragenent for other paroling authorities that may also w sh
to revise their supervision/violation processes. The results of
this project show that major inprovements can be made in the
handl ing of parole violations and that practices in this area can
be significantly affected by policy changes.

Based on this project, the followi ng steps are suggested as
a useful way for jurisdictions to proceed, if they are Interested
in revising their parole violation/revocation practices:

° establish a working group to address the problem and
insure that this group represents all key segnents of
t he agency;

° develop a flow chart of the parole supervision system

whi ch shows the major processing steps, the options
avai l able for each one, and, if possible, the casel oad
for each one:

° assess ways in which the parole supervision system
mght be nodified, so that nore parole violations coul d
be handl ed through options short of revocation:

° design a pilot test of selected system nodifications
and train the staffnmenmbers who will be involved in the
pilot test in the new procedures:

. review the results of the pilot test and nmake any
necessary changes in procedures:

° i mpl ement the new procedures on a systemw de basis,
after witing the necessary docunentation of policies
and procedures and after training the staff: and
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° nmonitor the results frominplenentation of the new
procedures and nmake any necessary changes.

Such an approach led to effective changes in the violation
systenms of jurisdictions included in this project. |If used
el sewhere, this approach would seem likely to yield beneficia
results, in the form of arevanped process for handling
violations so that the response is tailoredto the violation in a
systematic, consistent, proportional way--while protecting
community safety; maintaining the credibility of the parole
supervi sion system by responding in an appropriate manner to
violations of release conditions: and neeting the needs of
i ndi vi dual offenders through use of a range of sanctions, wth
revocation reserved for only the nost serious violations.
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Housi ng Uni t

| NVATE | NTERVI EW SCHEDULE

Age classification:

Over
Under 20 20 - 25 25 - 35 35 - 45 45
Race:
Caucasi an _ Bl ack _ H spanic _ Oriental . Q her
a) How many tinmes have you been | ocked up as an adul t?
b) In how many jails? ___
How many days have you spent in this jail?
In general, how safe to you feel in this jail?
Very safe . Sonewhat safe _ Sonewhat unsafe . Very unsafe _
How safe fromtheft is your personal property?
Very safe . Sonewhat safe _ Somewhat unsafe . Very unsafe _

Is this living unit kept clean?

Never _ Rarely _ Oten . Al ways _

Are you required to keep your roomclean and orderly?

Yes _ No .

How much deliberate vandalism damage or witing on the walls
happens in this unit?

None at all . Very little . Quite a bit _ Very nuch _



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

What gets deliberately damaged most often?

TVs/radios Toilets/showers
Lights Telephones
Furniture Doors/windows
Dishes/trays Nothing

Other

Do things get broken in areas that are difficult for the unit
officer to see?

Yes _ No _

If "yes" to #11, what areas?

How often are there threats of violence on this unit?
Never

Sometimes _ Oten . Al ways _

How often are there fights between inmates on this unit?

Never _ Sometimes _ Oten

- Al ways _

How often are there fights between inmates and staff on this unit?

Never _ Sometimes _ Oten

- Al ways _

Wio do you believe runs this unit?
nmates in general . An inmate | eader

Uni t of ficers _ Q her

How often do you see the followi ng staff on the unit?

Once More than once

_ a_day a_day (number)
Maj or _
Capt ai n -
Li eut enant _
Ser geant .

Have you been told about the rules and regul ations you nust follow
on this unit? Yes _ No .



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27,

Are the rules and regulations posted in this unit or distributed
sonme way? Yes . No .

Do you feel that the officers treat you in a respectful manner?
Yes _ No _

Do you believe you are treated fairly by the unit officers?
Yes . No .

Do you feel confortable agproachi ng the unit officers for
information or assistance®

Never _ Sonetines _ Oten . Al ways _

Do the inmates feel confortable talking to officers around here?

Never . Sonetines _ Oten . Al ways _

Is it difficult to keep your "cool" on this unit?
Yes . No _

Have you ever filed a grievance with the admnistration?

Yes _ No . If "yes", what was it about?

Wien do you see officers spending time talking wth each other?
(Pl ease rank your answers with "1" being MOST OFTEN and "5" being

LEAST OFTEN.)

At change of shift

Wien i nmates are causing problens on the unit
Cccasionally during the shift

At the start of prograns on the unit

Frequently during the shift

Do nost inmates generally follow the rules of this unit?

Never _ Sonetines _ Oten _ Al ways .



28. \Were are the rules nost likely to get broken?

Room Dayr oom Program roons _ Shower s
Around the TV Q her

29. How well are the follow ng needs net?

Ver Sati sfac- Unsati sf ac-

Vel torily torily Poor |y
Medi cal _ - - L
Visiting . _ - L
Tel ephone

Food Services

Personal Privacy
Recreation

Comm ssary

Mai |

Communi cation with staff
Jai | counselor prograns

Educati on/t eacher
pr ogr ans

Rel i gi ous prograns/
clergy

Al cohol / drug prograns

QG her inmate prograns

30. Do you ever feel the need to have a weapon to protect yourself on the
unit? Yes - No -

31. Do nost inmates around here feel the need for a weapon to protect
t hensel ves? Yes _ No _

32. How often are there sexual assaults on this unit?

Never _ Someti nmes _ Oten _ Al the tine _



33.

34.

How woul d you conpare living on this unit with your experience in
other jails?

Wrse _ The sane _ Better . Mich better _

What single thing would nost inprove your stay on this unit?



